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The unspoken side of mutual adjustment: Understanding intersubjective negotiation 
in small professional service firms 
Abstract 
Employment relationships and practices in small firms are generally acknowledged to 
be ad hoc, contested and negotiated, producinŐ ‘ŵƵƚƵĂůĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽǁŶĞƌ-
managers and employees. Drawing on detailed qualitative empirical material from 
three small professional service firms, we argue that the explicit instances of formal or 
informal negotiation that influence mutual adjustment cannot be understood as 
discrete events disassociated from ongoing, everyday intersubjective negotiations. 
Mutual adjustment is founded in a largely unspoken, intersubjective guessing game 
that becomes particularly crucial in the ambiguity-intensive nature of small 
professional service firms where organizational realities are particularly prone to 
idiosyncratic (mis)interpretation. The intersubjective guesswork underlying mutual 
adjustment is potentially dysfunctional as outcomes arise that satisfy neither owner-
manager nor employee interests. We suggest that understanding employment 
relationships in small professional service firms requires greater focus on the study of 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŝƌƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌed in 
intersubjective mutual (mis)recognition. 
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Introduction 
Analysis of employment relationships in small firms has advanced beyond crude 
polarŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ  ‘ƐŵĂůů ŝƐ ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů ? Žƌ  ‘ďůĞĂŬ ŚŽƵƐĞ ? ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ  ?ZĂŵ ĂŶĚ ĚǁĂƌĚƐ ?
2003) to recognize that relations between owner-managers and employees are the 
product of ongoing negotiations and processes of mutual adjustment (Holliday, 1995; 
Moule, 1998; Ram, 1994, 1999a). Mutual adjustment refers to the ways in which both 
owner-managers and their employees accommodate, adapt to and, potentially, 
struggle with one another to develop working practices and employment relationships. 
Importantly, this acknowlĞĚŐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ  ‘ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?  ?ZĂŵ ĂŶĚ ĚǁĂƌĚƐ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ďƵƚ ĂƌĞ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶ ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ
processes of (re)negotiation and adaptation. Small professional service firms (sPSFs) 
provide a valuable focus for this debate because of the high degrees of 
interdependency between dominant owner-managers and valuable specialist 
employees (Messersmith and Wales, 2011; Tam et al., 2002) that can potentially lead to 
greater degrees of mutual adjustment in their employment relationships (Ram, 1999a). 
However, the concept of mutual adjustment remains relatively underdeveloped in this 
context.  
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While studies of small firms have distinguished between and examined the formal and 
informal nature of negotiation shaping employment relationships and working 
practices (Marlow et al., 2010) there has been limited exploration of the processes that 
may underlie (and potentially undermine) this negotiation. Utilizing detailed qualitative 
empirical material from three sPSFs, this paper develops the concept of mutual 
ĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ  ‘ƚŚĞ ŽĨƚĞŶ ŽƉĂƋƵĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ ?
 ?ZĂŵĂŶĚĚǁĂƌĚƐ ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? )ŽĨƐŵĂůůĨŝƌŵƐ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƌĞůĂƚŝŽ ƐŚŝƉƐ ?KƵƌĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ
suggest that explicit instances of formal or informal negotiation cannot be understood 
as discrete events disassociated from ongoing, everyday, intersubjective forms of 
negotiation. These negotiations have important consequences for the organization as 
their development can become potentially dysfunctional and outcomes arise that 
satisfy neither owner-manager nor employee interests. 
Literature Review 
Employment relationships in small firms 
Regarded as informal adhocracies (Mintzberg, 1980), small firms are often considered 
to be dominated by the interests and goals of owner-managers. The same close 
physical proximity and interpersonal contact that breeds informality (Bacon and Hoque, 
2005; Ram and Edwards, 2003) can also increase opportunities for owner-managers to 
exert their influence (Jennings and Beaver, 1997). These close social-working 
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relationships allow some scope for employer and employee needs to be 
accommodated, for example employees may be granted flexibility around working-
hours in return for effort or task flexibility (Nadin and Cassell, 2007; Tsai et al., 2007), 
creating ongoing, everyday processes of negotiation. 
dƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƉŽůĂƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ  ‘ƐŵĂůů ŝƐ ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů ? Žƌ ‘ďůĞĂŬ ŚŽƵƐĞ ? ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ƐŵĂůů
firms (Ram and Edwards, 2003) have been criticized for failing to pay sufficient 
attention to the way employment relationships might feature a combination of 
conjunctive and disjunctive interests (Marlow and Patton, 2002). This reflects a need 
for a more balanced, context-sensitive understanding of the nuances of employment 
relationships in small firms (Blackburn, 2005; Harney and Dundon, 2006). While 
external influences and sectoral factors interact with the internal firm environment to 
shape and potentially constrain employment relationships (Barrett, 1999; Barrett and 
Rainnie, 2002; Rainnie, 1989), they are not deterministic (Jansen et al., 2011). Those 
inside the organization must make sense of these factors and neither owner-managers 
nor their employees are passive in this interpretation (Arrowsmith et al., 2003; Gilman 
and Edwards, 2008; Ram, 1994). It is this negotiation of employment relationships 
within the firm that is the focus of the present study. 
The role of mutual adjustment 
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Laying emphasis on informal communication between actors, Mintzberg (1980) 
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ‘ŵƵƚƵĂůĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ĂƐĂƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽĨǁorking practices by the 
 ‘ĚŽĞƌƐ ? ?tŽƌŬĞƌƐ ŝŶƐŵĂůůĨŝƌŵƐĂƌĞŶŽƚƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐ ŝŶƚŚĞĨĂĐĞŽĨŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ
 ?ZĂŵĂŶĚĚǁĂƌĚƐ ? ? ? ? ? )ďƵƚŵĂǇĚƌĂǁŽŶǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŽĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ‘ďĂƌŐĂŝŶ ?ǁŝƚŚ
their employers. Employment relationships and working practices in small firms are 
significantly influenced by such bargaining, of give and take between managers and 
employees. These ongoing, everyday interactions produce forms of mutual 
accommodation, adaptation and struggle (Holliday, 1995; Ram, 1994) and, as order is 
negotiated in an informal environment characterized by close spatial and social 
proximity, this is unlikely to derive solely from formalized management strategies 
(Nadin and Cassell, 2007; Ram, 1994; Verreynne et al., 2011). Mutual adjustment 
therefore suggests a more nuanced understanding of the informally negotiated 
working relationship of everyday organizational life (Ram, 1999b).  
Classic ethnographic studies of SMEs have highlighted the significance of this internal 
negotiation of social relations and the prominence of informality (Holliday, 1995; Ram, 
1994). Working practices and employment relationships in small firms are complex and 
heterogeneous (Rainnie, 1991) involving improvised, ad hoc solutions and 
compromises, producing particular, unwritten practices, routines and tacit 
understandings (Brown, et al., 2010; Ram et al., 2001). These processes of informal 
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negotiation produce forms of mutual adjustment (Goffee and Scase, 1995; Ram, 1999a) 
that we suggest can be particularly heightened in sPSFs. 
The distinctive case of small PSFs 
We suggest that sPSFs represent a potentially fruitful avenue for investigating forms of 
employer-employee negotiation. Whilst retaining many of the features of small firms, 
for example around close physical and social proximity and informality, sPSFs also 
exhibit many of the distinct features associated with larger PSFs. For example, the 
influential position of highly-skilled or specialist employees who work closely with 
clients can be central to the success of these organizations, granting them a relatively 
strong position from which to negotiate their employment relationships and exert 
influence on the development and growth of the firm (Behrends, 2007; Ram, 1999a, 
1999b). Employment relationships in sPSFs are therefoƌĞ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚ ďǇ  ‘ƚŚĞ
necessity of balancing the pressures for organizational efficiency with the need to 
harness the entrepreneurial facilities of key staff [which] tends towards more 
ĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶƚĂŶĚĨůƵŝĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŽůĂďŽƵƌ ? ?ZĂŵ ? ? ? ? ?Ă P   ) ?
Employment practices can be used to moderate these relationships (Boxall and 
Steeneveld, 1999; Tam et al., 2002) and more sophisticated practices have been 
identified in specialist small firms than in other SMEs (Brown et al., 2010; Dietz et al., 
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2006). However, with room for worker discretion and a potential lack of managerial 
expertise, there remains a need for consent to be negotiated (Ram, 1994, 1999b). The 
negotiation of employment relationships and working practices in sPSFs is therefore 
characterized by the interdependence and potential conflict between central owner-
managers and valuable, influential specialist workers. It is this ongoing, everyday 
negotiation that produces potentially distinctive forms of mutual adjustment. However, 
the development of working practices and employment relationships in sPSFs and 
other small, knowledge-intensive organizations remain relatively under-researched, 
despite their importance for many economies (Ram and Edwards, 2010). 
Mutual adjustment and intersubjectivity 
In the small firm context, the importance of mutual adjustment is developed from a 
perspective on the negotiated order that reflects the relative importance of factors 
such as external environment and individual characteristics as well as both formal and 
informal negotiations (Ram, 1994: 5). We suggest that there is a further, internally held 
influence of individual (mis)perceptions that underlies (and potentially undermines) 
this negotiated order and the mutual adjustment that reflects it. Recent discussions of 
employment relationships in small firms have focused on forms of informality but not 
on the unspoken influences that determine forms of accommodation and adaptation. 
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We suggest the relevance of intersubjectivity as a useful conception for informal, 
(partially) unacknowledged forms of negotiation in small firms. 
Intersubjectivity is derived from the particularly interactional infrastructure of 
organizations in which individuals seek to understand others, to make themselves 
understood and to hold one another accountable for these understandings (Reich, 
2010). It has therefore been suggested as useful for understanding organizational life 
(Eden et al., 1981) and management, as a mediating influence in these processes of 
mutual understanding and interpretation (Hancock and Tyler, 2001). It is in asserting a 
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŽŶĞ ƚĂŬĞƐ ƵƉ Ă ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĂŶ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ŽǁŶ ĂŶĚ
intersubjectivity therefore provides a means of understanding how individuals 
(differently) construe power and predict the behaviour of powerful others, their values 
and intentions (Jones, 1984). It is in this unchoreographed dance of interpretation and 
prediction that norms can develop in work groups (Eden et al., 1981) and that non-
vocal coordination of organizational environments and practices can take place 
(Schegloff, 1992). We propose that this type of mutual recognition is an important 
factor underlying the processes of mutual adjustment in small firms. 
In particular, while studies of small firms have examined the informal nature of 
negotiation shaping employment relationships (Holliday, 1995) there has been limited 
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attention given to illuminating other ways in which employment relationships and 
working practices might develop. The potential role of intersubjectivity in these distinct 
contexts has yet to be explored. However, the reliance of owner-managers on their 
personal assessments (Nooteboom, 1988), discussions of tacit understanding and 
knowledge management (Edwards, 2007; Edwards et al., 2007; Yu, 2009) and the role 
of individual subjectivity in relational development (Jayasinghe et al., 2008) have 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŝĚĞĂ ?ƐƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ ?/ŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŚĂƐĂůƐŽĂůůŽǁĞĚ^ŚĂƌŝĨŝ
and Zhang (2009) to draw out the relative unimportance of truth in the negotiation of 
organizational definitions, broadly in line with considerations of SMEs as shared 
communities of meaning (Rigg, 2005). 
Our paper sets out to explore the ways in which ongoing, everyday negotiations may 
manifest in sPSFs with a view to developing our understanding of the processes 
underlying mutual adjustment. We will discuss our research findings in terms of the 
potential tensions between central, dominant owner-managers and influential 
specialist workers and how the processes underlying mutual adjustment cope with and 
accommodate these tensions on an everyday basis. Intersubjective negotiation is then 
discussed in relation to mutual adjustment and its impact in sPSFs. We will first 
describe the method we adopted for our exploratory research.  
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Method 
Our study was focused on investigating working practices and employment 
relationships in sPSFs. Our qualitative multiple case-study research strategy (Yin, 2003) 
enabled us to explore the relatively informal yet routine-based environments of SMEs 
(Scott et al., 1989) and understand employment practices and relationships in action. 
Getting close to the practice of employment relationships in SMEs reveals subtleties of 
employment relationships (Holliday, 1995; Ram, 1994) and in our study we became 
interested in the processes underlying mutual adjustment. 
Three sPSFs were recruited as separate cases via purposive sampling. The firms, with 
fewer than 50 employees, were small (BERR, 2006) and corresponded to Morris and 
ŵƉƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨW^&ƐĂƐŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚions trading on the ability of their 
human capital to create bespoke, intangible solutions to complex client problems. 
Despite each firm possessing relatively sophisticated formal policies, for example 
evidenced by their attainment of such external recognition as Investors in People 
accreditation, elements of their practices were conducted informally (Marlow et al., 
2010), not least owing to the intangible nature of the service work undertaken.  
dŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƚ ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚ  ? ‘^ĐŝZĞĐ ? ? Ă scientific industry 
ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚ Ĩŝƌŵ ĂŶĚ  ‘&ŝŶZĞĐ ? ? Ă ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚ Ĩŝƌŵ ) ĂŶĚ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ-
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ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ  ? ‘ŽŵŽ ? ? Ă ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶĐǇ ) ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? ůů ƚŚƌĞĞ ĨŝƌŵƐ
operated as niche service providers to small numbers of clients and identified 
themselves as offering bespoke, specialist services that could be clearly distinguished 
ĨƌŽŵ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ  ‘ŚŝŐŚ-ƐƚƌĞĞƚ ? ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ ? dǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ Ăůů ŚĂĚ ůŽǁ ƚƵƌŶŽǀĞƌ ƌĂƚĞƐ ?
reflecting owner-ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ? ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀĂůƵĞĚ ? ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƐŬŝůůĞĚ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝr 
employees. As well as the centrality of specialist work, the three firms had sufficient 
commonalities, such as owner-managers who had left large corporate environments to 
pursue similar work through their own businesses and a reliance on narrow client 
bases, to allow meaningful comparisons to be drawn between their employment 
relationships and working practices despite their different sectors. The firms were 
given pseudonyms to anonymize their identity. 
Gathering empirical material 
Detailed qualitative research was conducted in each company over an 18-month period 
ďǇƚŚĞƉĂƉĞƌ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚĂƵƚŚŽƌ ?dŚŝƐĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞĚĂŶ ŝŶŝƚŝĂůŽŶ-site phase (phase one) at the 
company premises followed by telephone, email and some personal contact during an 
intervening period before a second significant phase on-site (phase two). In total the 
empirical material comprised on-site observations (348 hours), semi-structured 
interviews (x35) and company documentation (600 pages; see Appendix Table 1). The 
three sources of empirical material facilitated triangulation and built understanding to 
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inform the ongoing study (Denzin, 1970; Webb, 1970). Further, observations helped to 
gain a sense of the day-to-day practices in each firm and attending team meetings, 
coffee breaks and other events provided a sense of context while developing rapport 
between researcher and participants (Alvesson, 2011a). This informal interaction was 
supported by access to a broad range of documents such as employment contracts, 
values statements, general staff emails and other notices. 
Care was taken to interview people across each firm to gain a rounded understanding 
of working lives. The semi-structured interviews typically lasted around 60 minutes, 
with a range between 35 and 105 minutes, often depending on the parƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
individual approaches to the process. All interviews were structured around topics 
including recruitment and selection, training, reward and recognition, performance 
appraisal and staff exit. These initial questions then allowed participants to relate their 
own explanations of employment relationships and working practices, descriptions that 
were subsequently pursued by the interviewer. Verbatim interview transcripts were 
produced in their entirety for phase one and for relevant sections in phase two to 
facilitate subsequent analysis (e.g. excluding introductory chat and unrelated 
digressions). 
Analysis 
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Drawing too-sharp a distinction between collection and analysis of qualitative empirical 
material can hinder the depth of a research study by closing-off lines of enquiry arising 
from emerging ideas and reflections (Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser and Strauss, 1967). In 
light of this, interview tapes were listened to within 24 hours of the recording for points 
of interest or that required elaboration. Subsequent, close readings of the empirical 
material, conducted by both authors, informed ongoing discussions to develop a rich 
understanding of the organizations.  
Initial reviews of the empirical material collected suggested that employment 
relationships comprised negotiations on many topics and in different modes. We 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞĚ ŽƵƌ ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂů ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ďǇ ĐŽĚŝŶŐ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŽŶĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ ?Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ
ǁĞƌĞ ?ŽƌǁĞƌĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚďǇƚŚĞŵƚŽďĞ )ŝŶŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶŽƌƚĞŶƐŝŽŶǁŝƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƉĂƌƚǇ ?Ɛ ?
We ordered these according to the area of employment relationship in which it 
ŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚ ? ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ  ‘ƐĂůĂƌǇ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ? ? &ŽƌĞĂĐŚ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ? ǁĞ ŶŽƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ
positions of the relevant parties and briefly described how the matter was resolved. 
Further, we were careful to draw on the longitudinal nature of our study and trace 
changing perceptions of negotiation around issues such as payment structures that 
persisted throughout the study. Given the emergent nature of our codes, no formal 
testing was completed for agreement between the authors but a coding dictionary was 
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developed and discussed, disagreements being resolved by recourse to the empirical 
material. 
The codes and relevant extracts of empirical material were analysed in light of existing 
literature on employment relationships and working practices in small firms and the 
nature of influence exerted by specialist employees, requiring frequent returns to the 
original empirical material as we explored the concepts developed. The negotiations 
identified were observed to take very different forms. Some issues were resolved 
through a formal negotiation such as using a pay review meeting to discuss an 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞ ?Ɛ ƐĂůĂƌǇ ůĞǀĞů ǁŚŝůĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů
negotiations, such as reminding staff of appropriate conduct towards colleagues in the 
office. These formal and informal explicit negotiations fitted with our existing 
understandings of mutual adjustment but there were other instances that departed 
from established literature. These were occasions in which research participants 
described changes being made in response to perceived, but as yet unrealised, 
pressures within the organization. In other words, while there was no apparent explicit 
negotiation, parties were altering their position in respect of another as if engaged in 
an active negotiation. As these instances emerged from our findings, we were 
ƉƌŽŵƉƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƵŶƐƉŽŬĞŶ  ‘ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
relationships in our participant firms.  
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Findings 
In this section we will describe the dynamics of the mutual adjustment of employment 
relationships and working practices in each firm and discuss specific examples in detail. 
This is principally to suggest the unspoken, anticipatory processes underlying mutual 
adjustment that are not adequately accounted for or addressed in the existing 
literature. Our findings are presented on a firm-by-firm basis to allow for a detailed 
description of the context and (potential) relationships between different areas of 
negotiation, acknowledging that types of negotiation, for example in terms of relative 
degrees of informality, are not mutually exclusive (Marlow, et al., 2010). 
All three firms sought to grow and increase the degree of formality in their 
employment relationships and business processes (Gilman and Edwards, 2008). 
Existing employment relationships, contrary to observations in larger PSFs, had 
features in common with adhocratic, informal small firms governed by powerful, 
central owner-managers. However, the characterization of specialist workers as 
important to the organizations was also common to all three firms. 
ComCo 
ComCo Limited is a broad-based communications consultancy offering public relations 
(PR), strategic marketing, design and internal communications services. ComCo was 
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incorporated in 2001, almost four years prior to the first research visit. The three 
founding directors, Patrick, Roger and Steve, had previously worked at the same large 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ĂŶĚ ǁĞƌĞ ůĂƚĞƌ ũŽŝŶĞĚ ďǇ ĚĚŝĞ ? ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ZŽŐĞƌ ?Ɛ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ ? ǁŚŽ
became a junior director alongside Steve. Including the hands-on directors, the 
business employs 14 people, divided between PR/communications professionals (x6), 
the growing design team (x5) and a small sales team (x3). Although initially focused on 
providing these services to SMEs and public sector organizations, as part of its growth 
strategy ComCo later attracted more lucrative and demanding private-sector clients. 
dŚĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĂůƐŽĐŚĂŶŐĞĚŝŶŽƚŚĞƌǁĂǇƐĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐWĂƚƌŝĐŬ ?ƐĞǆŝƚĂŶĚ
Roger taking a majority stake, increasing his already significant influence across the 
firm. 
dŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨŵƵƚƵĂůĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚĂƚŽŵŽĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚĨŽƌŵĂů ?ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĂŶĚ ‘ƵŶƐƉŽŬĞŶ ?
forms of negotiation as well as resistance. A central force in the everyday working 
relations is derived from Roger informally asserting control, not only on the employees 
but also his fellow directors. He is the centre of the office (and the organization) with 
most PR work going through him. When out of the office Roger maintains his centrality, 
making regular calls throughout the day for short briefings and follow-ups.  
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ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŝƐ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ?
pay. tŚĞŶ>ĂƵƌĂ ũŽŝŶĞĚŽŵŽ ƐŚĞ ǁĂƐƉĂŝĚǁŚĂƚWĂƚƌŝĐŬĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚǁĂƐĂ  ‘ǀĞƌǇ ůŽǁ ?
wage but with a contractual promise to review the amount after three and six months. 
Laura reported that the company had honoured these formal pay reviews. However, 
while Patrick fretted about her starting salary, Laura explained, independently, how she 
was happy with her initial rate of pay since she had offered to work for free in order to 
make her first step on the ladder. The formal pay reviews were held, thereafter, on an 
annual basis but the directors also awarded ad hoc bonuses for exceptional client work. 
This reflected WĂƚƌŝĐŬ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƚŚĂƚŽŵŽƉĂǇĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞƐĂůĂƌŝĞƐƚŽƌĞƚĂŝŶŬĞǇƐƚĂĨĨ ?
who were seen as having vital client relationships that would be difficult to replace: 
tĞǁĂŶƚƚŽŬĞĞƉƉĞŽƉůĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐƐƵĐŚĂƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ-based business. If you 
were to lose them you are in danger of losing the client because the client likes 
to see that person. 
As with Laura, this led to staff receiving pay increases and promotions outside of the 
formal pay review process. These increases were not only informal, they were neither 
sought nor initially anticipated by the staff. Laura, after developing a burgeoning local 
reputation for her work, related her experience: 
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We had the team meeting in January and we were going through all the 
accounts and all the Private Sector ones [had] my name on them, and I think I 
must have looked, been a bit freaked out! Patrick took me outside and said, 
 “KŚ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ǁĞǁĞƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽŐŝǀĞǇŽƵĂƉĂǇƌŝƐĞ ?ĂŶĚŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůůǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŶ
gave me a letter and it was all in, in there, it had been decided. 
However, this strategy was acknowledged to increase pressure on the business to 
generate profit in order to afford the salaries. Whilst the perceived consequences of 
losing skilled staff left the owners feeling that they had had little choice, concerns over 
affordability remained and Patrick feared that ComCo could lose staff as a result of 
limited pay increases in the future, despite no evidence that staff considered leaving or 
required higher salaries. The importance of established relationships and the bespoke 
nature of the work left the owner-managers unable to identify how to recruit or 
replace such staff. 
This deep belief in the value of their most effective staff members left the owner-
managers feeling constrained in some of the areas of the business, extending beyond 
pay and rewards. This was most dramatically demonstrated when, while working at a 
ĐůŝĞŶƚ ?Ɛ ŽĨĨŝĐĞƐ ? ƚǁŽ ƐĞŶŝŽƌ ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƚƐ ĐŽŶƚƌĂǀĞŶĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĐůŝĞŶƚ ?Ɛ ĞŵĂŝů ƉŽůŝĐǇ ? ĐĂƵƐŝŶŐ
ŐƌĞĂƚĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐŵĞŶƚĨŽƌŽŵŽ ?ƐĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐǁŚŽǁĞƌĞǁĞůů-known in that sector. Under 
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ŽŵŽ ?ƐĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇƉŽůŝĐǇůŝƐŽŶĂŶĚŚƌŝƐƚŝŶĂĐŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞĚ ?ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ
Roger was initially determined to do, as much to restore his reputation with the clients 
as to signal that such behaviour in ComCo was unacceptable.  
However, Roger and Patrick also recognized that ComCo must still deliver the client 
contract and that Alison and Christina were central to this. Neither Alison nor Christina 
campaigned to keep their jobs, yet the owner-managers felt compelled to acquiesce to 
their unspoken interests for fear of jeopardising the project and future work in this 
important sector. Although the option of dismissal was discussed between the owner-
managers, no formal or informal direct negotiation took place and the matter was 
quietly dropped. It seemed as though the owner-ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐƚ
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ? ǀĂůƵĞ ĞŶƐƵƌĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ŝŶ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
discussions, in this case superseding company policy and the owner-ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ?
immediate personal interests. 
SciRec 
SciRec Limited specializes in recruiting staff for scientific industries, providing 
associated services such as psychometric testing and interview training. The managing 
director, Alex, had taken voluntary redundancy from his senior recruitment role at a 
major pharmaceutical company and founded the firm in early 2001, three years before 
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the first research visit. He is the sole owner. SciRec serves a small number of clients 
across Britain on a contractual basis rather than replicating the more highly sales-
ĚƌŝǀĞŶĨŽƌŵŽĨ ‘ŚŝŐŚ-ƐƚƌĞĞƚ ?ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ ?^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƌĞďĂƐĞĚĂƌŽƵŶĚĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĐůŝĞŶƚƐ ? ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂů
ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐĨŽƌǁŚŽŵƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƌĞƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚďǇ^ĐŝZĞĐ ?ƐĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ?dŚĞƌĞǁere two 
consultants at the start of the study and three at its conclusion. 
DĂŶĂŐŝŶŐĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌůĞǆ ?Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚ ƐƚĂĨĨǁĞƌĞ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚďǇŚŝƐĚŝƐƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ
and continual attempts to cajole consultants into line. Such frustrations were tempered 
by his nervousness around staff turnover. dŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ?ƉŽǁĞƌƐƚĞŵƐĨƌŽŵ
ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ƚŽ ĂƐƐĞƐƐ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐ ? ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ƐŬŝůů
and suitability for a given role, but also upon the relationships they develop with 
managers at client firms. In common with the other participant firms, employees with 
high levels of performance were seen as particularly difficult to recruit, irrespective of 
qualifications or experience. This led Alex to offer these top performers additional 
benefits such as externally-provided training courses in order to pre-empt any intention 
to leave, despite no such intentions being indicated. 
ŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ? ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ-testing appeared a common feature of mutual adjustment at 
SciRec and this gradual, contested adaptation could continue over long periods of time. 
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During the first research phase there was an intricate combination of contingent pay 
arrangements. Alex described these schemes as a reward and an incentive for filling 
client vacancies that earned revenue for the firm. However, the consultants perceived 
inequity in the system because, under its complex rules, certain vacancies attracted 
commission while other, similar ones did not. As Kathy, a consultant, explained: 
/ ?ŵŶŽƚƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽĐůĂŝŵĨŽƌƚŚĂt [type of vacancy], but I think people claim for 
it anyway? (Researcher: People being?) Erm, me and [colleague] (laugh). 
Because, you know, we [SciRec] make less of a fee on people coming through 
the [client] website but our argument is that we do exactly the same for those 
candidates as we do for others... 
In this way, the consultants were attempting to extend the scope of their financial 
ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ ? ůĞǆ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ ĐŽŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ  ‘ĐŚĞĂƚŝŶŐ ? ďǇ ƐŝŐŶŝŶŐ ŽĨĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ
claims while company performance was on target, effectively accepting their implicit 
demands for increased remuneration. In doing so, Alex undermined his own carefully 
prepared commission system that had been developed to reward and focus those 
activities he deemed most important to SciRec ?Ɛ ůŽŶŐ-term success. The consultants 
adjusted accordingly, assessing their commission rates (and related work) in terms of 
what Alex was willing to sign-off rather than the formal policy. This mutually adjusted 
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practice therefore came about through an unacknowledged process of negotiation in 
which the consultants submitted adjusted claims and gradually established what would 
and would not be accepted. 
ŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ĐůŝĞŶƚ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ůĞǀĞů
agreements, yet still paying out commission for placements, Alex again became 
frustrated with his employees. He eventually opted to completely overhaul the 
commission scheme. Working over the Christmas holiday, with only limited input from 
Sharon (operations manager), Alex redesigned the scheme explicitly in line with his 
current goals. The changes increased emphasis on client satisfaction and, while winning 
new business would attract a higher rate of commission, filling vacancies at existing 
ĐůŝĞŶƚƐ  ? ‘ƐŚŽŽƚŝŶŐĨŝƐŚŝŶĂďĂƌƌĞů ?  W Sharon) would attract reduced rates. Acting in this 
unilateral fashion, Alex operated as a dominant owner-manager, exercising his 
apparent right to run his business as he saw fit. There was neither engagement with 
staff nor explicit acknowledgement of the ways in which the system had previously 
adapted, and what employee beliefs and goals these adaptations had reflected. 
The consultants learned of the change at a meeting called to announce its 
implementation. As Sharon recalled, initial reactions were not positive: 
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Well, Kathy cried. (INT: Cried?) Yes, she actually excused herself [from the 
meeting] and cried in the office. Erm, Lucy got mad...anyway, she was off sick all 
the time. 
ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ? ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐƐ ? ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ-related 
rewards were provided for the results Alex required. However, the consultants focused 
on those changes that they argued would cost them hundreds of pounds each month 
in lost commission. Three weeks after the announcement Alex described the 
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ĂďŝƚĨƌŽƐƚǇƚŚĞƐŶŽǁŵĂŶ ?ĂŶĚ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨŵŽŶƚŚƐ ?ŚŝƐĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ
had been quietly dropped. In redesigning the pay system Alex failed to acknowledge 
the potential power held by the consultants at the heart of his business. By assuming 
that, as owner, he had prerogative to unilaterally set pay and commission rates while 
ŶŽƚ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ? ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ? ůĞǆ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ƚŽ
explicitly assert themselves in resisting the changes.  
The previous system that had gradually been adapted through an implicit process of 
mutual adjustment was therefore reinstated after a prolonged campaign of informal, 
small scale resistance from the consultants. However, when the resistant consultants 
eventually left the firm through unrelated causes, Alex found that, contrary to his 
previous fears, replacing them was relatively easy and caused minimal disruption with 
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ƚŚĞĨŝƌŵ ?ƐŵĂũŽƌĐůŝĞŶƚ ?,ĞƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĨĞůƚĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝŶ ƌĞŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƌĚƐĐŚĞŵĞ
he had previously been forced to abandon. New employees, seeking to impress Alex 
and not having implicitly negotiated unacknowledged increases in their commission 
claims, expressed little resistance and accepted the scheme without incident. 
FinRec 
FinRec Limited specializes in the recruitment of permanent staff to the largest 
operators in the financial services and consumer credit industry. It was founded in 1994 
by owner-manager Paul who had worked in retail finance and was still involved in this 
ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇǀŝĂĂƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐǀĞŶƚƵƌĞ ?&ŝŶZĞĐ ?ƐĐůŝĞŶƚƐhave outlets nationwide and 
undertake regular recruitment activities. The precise nature of the service provided 
depends on client requirements but can involve recruiting individuals or hiring an 
entire team. While serving national companies, selection decisions depend upon 
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ? ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ? ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ĨŽƌ
ƚŚĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ ? dŽ ƐƵĐĐĞĞĚ ? &ŝŶZĞĐ ?Ɛ ŶŝŶĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ŵƵƐƚ
have an appreciation of the job markets local to their client outlet, local rates of pay 
and also the style of the existing team so that candidates complement those staff 
already in post. 
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&ŝŶZĞĐ ŚĂƐ Ă ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ŽŶ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ? ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ŐĞŶƚůĞ  ‘ƉĞĞƌ
ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ ? ?ƌĞĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ ŝŶŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐĂŶĚ on notice-boards. In addition 
to the formal commission structure there are regular activities in which performance is 
rewarded with alcohol, reinforcing a work hard/play hard culture. The highly 
competitive nature of the firm was suggested by an occasion, now part of FinRec 
folklore, when Norma (the operations manager) had to intervene in a competition over 
bottles of spirits that led to heated rows in the office. 
Reviewing performance and rewards at FinRec, owner-manager Paul and operations 
manager Norma realized that, while team managers were being paid a higher salary to 
manage team performance in addition to their consultant roles, this premium was 
ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƚĞĂŵƐ ? ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ? dŚĞǇ ǁĂŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ Ă ůŝŶŬ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
team performance and teaŵŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ?ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ ?/ŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐŚŽǁƚŽƌĞƐŽůǀĞƐƵĐŚĂ
sensitive matter, Norma explained their approach: 
Paul will come up with various options, but I will actually then challenge him, 
ĂŶĚ/ĂůǁĂǇƐƐĂǇ “ZŝŐŚƚ ?ŝĨ/ǁĂƐ:ĂŶĞ ?ŽƌŝĨ/ǁĂƐŝĂŶĞ ?/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?t be happy with 
ƚŚĂƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞy ?z ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?^ŽǁĞƚĞŶĚƚŽĚŽ ŝƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶƵƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŶǁŚĞŶǁĞ
came up with the one we finally, hopefully is going to work 
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In this instance a decision was made to create an additional team and focus team 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ?ďŽŶƵƐĞƐŵŽƌĞclosely on the performance of their team: 
/ƐĂŝĚ ?ǁĞůů/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĨĂŝƌ ?/ĐĂŶ ?ƚƐĞĞǁŚǇŝƚǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚǁŽƌŬ ?dŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽ
ŚĂǀĞ ƐŵĂůůĞƌ ƚĞĂŵƐ ?ǁĞ ?ƌĞŶŽƚŐŝǀŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŵĂ ƐĂůĂƌǇ ĐƵƚ ?ĂŶĚ ŝĨ ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇƐĂŝĚ
ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŽŵĞ ?/ ?ĚďĞůĂƵŐŚŝŶŐŵĞ ?^ĂŵĞŵŽŶĞǇ ?ůĞƐƐ staff, less pressure, I can 
ŐĞƚŵŽƌĞďŽŶƵƐŝĨƚŚĞƚĞĂŵĚŽ ?ŐƌĞĂƚ ? ? ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽƚŽĨƐƚƵĨĨƚŚĂƚǁĞƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚŝĐŚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŐĞƚĨŝůƚĞƌĞĚĚŽǁŶ 
Taking on the role of Jane and Diane in the thought process, Paul and Norma granted 
the team managers influence in the discussion, playing-out a negotiation as if they 
were in the room stating their case. By inferring their potential reactions or objections 
to each idea raised, Paul and Norma sought to satisfy Jane and Diane without resort to 
formal discussions or even informal soundings on ideas. It meant that, even before 
Jane and Diane considered new proposals, attempts had been made to pre-emptively 
avoid their objections. Thus, there is an adjustment taking place prior to the 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂl changes. 
The nature of ongoing, everyday mutual adjustment at FinRec can be seen in the 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ? ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ? ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂĚĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ ĂŶĚ
ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐǁĞƌĞĚĞĐŝĚĞĚƵƉŽŶ  ‘ďĞŚŝŶĚ ? ƚŚĞ ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ? ũƵƐƚĂƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ 
28 
 
were made regarding quality, and these idiosyncratic, informal targets were adjusted 
accordingly. As team manager Jane explained: 
/Ĩ ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ?Ɛ ƐĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ĞŝŐŚƚ sƐ Ă ǁĞĞŬ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ
ƚŚƌĂƐŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ  ?ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ ? ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ? / ?ŵ ŶŽƚ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ũƵmp up about 12 CVs. If 
ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ?ƐĚŽŶĞĞŝŐŚƚsƐ ?ƚŚƌĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƚĂƌŐĞƚ ?Ăŵ/ƌĞĂůůǇŐŽŝŶŐƚŽũƵŵƉƵƉ
and down about it? It, you know, it is a guide...so...announcing 12 CVs [as a 
ĨŽƌŵĂů ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƚĂƌŐĞƚ ? ŝƐ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĂƐƉŝƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ďƵƚ / ?Ě ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƐĞe 10 
quality ones rather than 12 naff ones put in [but] Paul would go back to the 
ǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚ ? ?tĞůůŝĨƚŚĞǇĐĂŶĚŽĞŝŐŚƚĂŶĚƚŚƌĂƐŚƚŚĞŝƌƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ?ǁŚǇĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚĞǇŚŝƚ
 ? ?ĂŶĚĚŽĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞ ? ?tĞůů ?ƚŽŵĞŝƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ?ŝĨƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌ ĚŽŝŶŐĞŝŐŚƚĂŶĚĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ
their tarŐĞƚƐ ? ? ?ƚŚĞŶŝƚ ?ƐƵƉƚŽƚŚĞŵŝĨƚŚĞǇǁĂŶƚƚŽƉƵƐŚƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĂďŝƚŵŽƌĞ ? 
Owner-manager Paul regularly challenges the team managers on the performance of 
certain consultants but allows scope for team managers to defend their staff with 
reasons not to dismiss them, acting out an ongoing, informal negotiation. Team 
managers then have a mediating role between discussions with Paul concerning the 
implementation of official targets and the negotiation with employees around working 
practices and the enacted, day-to-ĚĂǇ  ‘ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ? ? /ƚ ŝƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĞĚŝĂƚŝŶŐ
position that further mutual adjustment can be seen to occur on an ambiguous, at 
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ƚŝŵĞƐ ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ? ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ďĂƐŝƐ ? tŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ ƚĂƌŐĞƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ ? ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂů
concern, the correlation between activity and revenue means that both measures 
receive management attention, introducing further complexity to the mutual 
adjustment of targets as guides for working practices. 
Discussion: The role of intersubjective negotiation in mutual adjustment 
Small professional service firms (sPSFs) can be characterized in terms of the degree to 
which they hold tensions between the potentially competing interests of central 
owner-managers and their valuable specialist employees, within a context of close 
physical and social proximity. This environment produces forms of mutual adjustment 
in which policies, practices and relationships are gradually, and idiosyncratically, 
developed over time through ongoing, everyday forms of both formal and informal 
negotiation. However, explicit forms of interaction and negotiation do not represent a 
full picture of mutual adjustment. To fully understand the development of working 
practices and employment relationships, we suggest the relevance of processes of 
intersubjective negotiation that underlie, and potentially undermine, mutual 
adjustment.  
The importance of intersubjectivity in small firms is derived from their particular 
ongoing, everyday interactional employment relationships in which individuals seek to 
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understand others, to make themselves understood and to hold one another 
accountable for these understandings (Reich, 2010). It is in the context of this 
unchoreographed dance of interpretation and prediction (Eden et al., 1981) that 
employment relationships and working practices adjust, adapt and accommodate 
(Schegloff, 1992). In some small firms, the gap between intersubjective perception and 
organizational realities may have limited implications but, given the ambiguity-
intensive nature of professional service work, there is greater scope for mutual 
(mis)recognition. In sPSFs there is pressure both on individual staff and the 
organizations themselves to prove their expertise, creating an environment where 
 ‘ ?ď ?ĞŝŶŐ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ŝƐ ĂƐ ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ĂƐ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ďĞŝŶŐ ŽŶĞ ?  ?ůǀĞƐƐŽn, 2011b: 
1649). This has important implications for the perception of value and the position of 
influence and power within these firms.  
/ŶŽƵƌĐĂƐĞƐ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐ ?ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐŽĨĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞǀĂůƵĞ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ ƚŚĞ
difficulties in replacing them, influenced their actions in attempting to keep them at 
ůĞĂƐƚ ‘ƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĐĞĚ ? ?&ƌŝĞĚůĂŶĚĞƌĂŶĚWŝĐŬůĞ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŶĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐǀĂůƵĞ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐŵĂǇŚĂǀĞ
few objective measures against which to test their perceptions. Waiting until an 
employee leaves to identify the relative difficulties in recruiting replacement staff while 
the business struggles from a shortage of skilled staff is an unattractive option (Ram, 
1999a). Likewise, testing whether clients will take their business elsewhere should a 
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particular employee leave represents a gamble for a business relying on few clients. In 
our study, owner-managers did not acknowledge or seek to address this problem, 
confidently relying instead on their own perception of valuable expertise that had 
developed in their particular sPSF context. 
Of course, the owner-managers remained sensitive to client feedback and the 
relationships employees developed with those clients heavily influenced the 
perception of value. However, little was done to gather detailed feedback or to explore 
the quality of the relationships in any systematic way. It is therefore not only any 
 ‘ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ƐƚĂƚĞ ŽĨ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
relationships within the firm but the perception of these factors by the relevant actors, 
in negotiation with their intersubjective assumptions of the perceptions of the parties 
they are interacting with. In our firms, the perceived value and substitutability of 
specialist employees was not simply a matter of qualifications or other objective 
measures but related to the ambiguous value attached to the somewhat intangible, 
bespoke nature of the services provided.  
While owner-managers worked in close proximity to their employees, promoting 
familiarity and opportunities for monitoring work and behaviour, the ambiguities 
around the bespoke service work often limited the extent to which these managers 
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could directly involve themselves or assess performance. As a result, several employees 
perceived as invaluable by owner-managers were observed to appear to exert influence 
over their pay and conditions. In this way, these employees could, for example, breach 
existing policies without sanction, even to the potentially longer-term detriment of the 
firm. Frequently, no explicit negotiations over the consequences of such actions were 
engaged in. Instead, negotiations seem to have often developed intersubjectively, for 
example, owner-managers weighing-up their projected alternatives, making 
ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĐůŝĞŶƚŽƌĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ďĞůŝĞĨƐĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? The results of this 
process would then be interpreted by employees and both parties would adjust, adapt 
and accommodate accordingly. 
However, in responding to their interpretations and predictions, owner-managers were 
observed to offer the minimum concessions they felt sufficient. By satisficing the 
ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ŶĞĞĚƐ ? ƚŚĞ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚŽǁŶĞƌ-manager may hope to 
remove or reduce the motivation for their employees to act as explicit negotiators. For 
example, at FinRec Paul and Norma modified ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ƚŽ ƚĞĂŵ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ?
income structure in order to make it more acceptable to the team managers and 
ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ ĂǀŽŝĚ ĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŬĞǇ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ? dŚĞ  ‘ĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚ ? ǁĂƐŵĂĚĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ WĂƵů ĂŶĚ EŽƌŵĂ ?Ɛ ďĞƐƚ ŐƵĞƐƐ ĂƐ ƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ŝĂŶĞĂŶĚ :ĂŶe would accept. This 
intersubjective guessing game is distinct from Paul and Norma simply considering the 
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effects of management decisions on staff because their consideration was motivated by 
securing management interests through avoiding dispute rather than concern with 
:ĂŶĞĂŶĚŝĂŶĞ ?ƐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐƉĞƌƐĠ ? 
We suggest that such strategies may be particularly prominent in small firms. Where 
employment relationships are conducted in close physical proximity, explicit 
negotiations may upset familial, interpersonal relationships between interdependent 
owner-managers and employees as the raw power dynamics of the firm are laid bare 
(Goss, 1991; Ram, 1999a, 1999b), no longer obscured by the informality and 
friendliness of day-to-day collaboration (Scott et al., 1989). Further, in small PSFs 
explicitness may create greater pressure to justify ambiguity-intensive skills or outputs 
and interdependency in the employment relationship may blur the balance of power 
within the firm, leaving neither party certain of their position relative to the other. In 
such circumstances, success in an explicit negotiation may secure your interests and 
affirm your position as having power but at the expense of pleasant working relations 
and adaptive cooperation. Failure in such a negotiation, your relative weakness 
explicitly revealed, could lead to a rout in which your interests become largely 
discounted. 
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The negotiation that takes place between owner-managers and employees is therefore 
informed by their ongoing intersubjective guessing games rather than by explicit 
engagement alone. In our participant firms this led to an ad hoc, unspoken mutual 
adjustment and adaptation of working practices and employment relationships. In the 
absence of explicit negotiations, recognized by all parties wheƌĞ  ‘ƐƚĂŬĞƐ ? ĐĂŶ ďĞ
discussed until a mutually acceptable value is reached, the significance attached to 
various actions or comments relies heavily on mutual (mis)interpretation and 
(mis)recognition. Uncertain as to what might satisfy employees (Nadin and Cassell, 
2007), owner-managers guess, conceding something to them in the hope that they will 
at least be satisficed. While employees may therefore obtain certain concessions from 
the owner-manager, the absence of explicit negotiation means that employees may not 
recognize such concessions as benefits; the owner-ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ
therefore influence their attitudes or practices. Neither owner-manager nor employees 
see their interests as being served, however the concessional alteration may continue 
to operate. 
Any gains that are made by employees through intersubjective negotiation are informal 
and without guarantee, even if accepted as custom and practice in the firm. However, 
such informality does not preclude individuals being held accountable to the mutual 
(mis)recognition that surrounds such adaptation or adjustment. Implicit rules and 
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understandings (Brown et al., 2010) and unspoken expectations (Nadin and Cassell, 
2007) are an outcome of this intersubjectively engaged mutual adjustment process. 
This was most clearly played-ŽƵƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ?
ĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ƌĂƚĞƐ Ăƚ ^ĐŝZĞĐ ĂŶĚ  ‘ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ? ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ Ăƚ &ŝŶZĞĐ ? /Ŷ ďŽƚŚ ĐĂƐĞƐ ? ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ
expectations that were not formally or even explicitly agreed upon but developed from 
a series of assumptions and unacknowledged adaptations, undermining the formal 
policies that were in place. Thus, intersubjective negotiation arrived at provisional 
 ‘ƐŚĂĚŽǁĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƚŚĂƚŚĂĚĐƌƵĐŝĂůŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĨŝƌŵƐ ? 
As processes of mutual adjustment, these intersubjectively negotiated guessing games 
and shadow agreements can encounter elements of dysfunction that influence the 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŵĂĚĞŽŶƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨŐƵĞƐƐǁŽƌŬŵĂǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ
company resources but still be unnecessary and unsuccessful, potentially creating 
frustrations in the employment relationship and increasing pressure on the 
organization. This matters to informal, adhocractic environments such as those in sPSFs 
because there may be few formal mechanisms effectively setting out a basis for 
decisions or more explicit, formal negotiations. Furthermore, with owner-managers in 
close proximity to employees the environment lends itself to regular, ongoing, informal 
adaptation. An intersubjective guessing game around the nature of power and 
alternatives within the organization can lead employees and employers to seek to 
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become more likeable, more in-tune with what is perceived to be required to maintain 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞ ?/ŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇcan therefore form the basis of a mutual 
adjustment that frequently reacts or (re)negotiates, coming to underlie, and potentially 
undermine, more explicit forms of negotiation around the employment relationship. 
Currently, research into small firms, and sPSFs, is primarily concerned with explicit 
actors whose interests, the pursuit of those interests and the negotiation required for 
their achievement, can be identified (Nadin and Cassell, 2007; Ram and Edwards, 2003: 
722). We argue that explicit instances of (in)formal negotiation cannot be understood 
as discrete events disassociated from ongoing, everyday intersubjective negotiations. 
The mutually adjusting nature of employment relationships and working practices 
emerges as a result of this intersubjective negotiation as parties seek to secure their 
interests without recourse to potentially problematic explicit negotiation. These 
negotiations have important consequences for the organization as they give rise to 
potentially dysfunctional outcomes that satisfy neither owner-manager nor employee 
interests. 
Conclusion 
This paper has addressed the under-researched and under-developed concept of 
mutual adjustment in sPSFs. This is partly in response to the need for a more balanced, 
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context-sensitive understanding of the nuances of employment relationships in small 
firms (Blackburn, 2005; Harney and Dundon, 2006). We have argued that the mutual 
adjustment that develops from explicit instances of (in)formal negotiation cannot be 
understood as discrete events disassociated from ongoing, everyday intersubjective 
negotiations. We found that, frequently, there were only very limited explicit 
negotiations over the development of employment relationships or working practices.  
/Ŷ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŶŐ ? ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ĂŶ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞ ?s pay, owner-managers would 
ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ďĂƐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞ ?Ɛ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ǀĂůƵĞ ĂŶĚ ŶŽƚ ŽŶ ĂŶǇ ĚŝƌĞĐƚ
engagement with that employee. In assessing this value, employers had few objective 
measures available and rarely attempted to find or develop them, confidently relying 
ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ǀĂůƵĂďůĞ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ? dŚĞƌĞ ŶĞĞĚ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ĂŶǇ  ‘ƌĞĂů ?
ǀĂůƵĞ ĐŽŶĨĞƌƌĞĚ ďǇ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ƐŬŝůůƐ Žƌ ƉůĂĐĞ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ? tĞ ŚĂǀĞ
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝƚŝƐƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂŶǇ ‘ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƐƚĂƚĞŽĨĞǆƚĞƌnal factors, such as 
the labour market, that influences the development of employment relationships 
within the firm but the perception of an individual or situation by those in negotiation 
with them. In this context, some employees received pay rises or other bonuses 
without seeking or expecting them. Mutual adjustment can therefore become founded 
on a largely unspoken, intersubjective guessing game. 
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We suggest that this may be particularly prominent in small firms, and ambiguity-
intensive sPSFs, where employment relationships are conducted in close physical 
proximity and explicit negotiations may expose the raw power dynamics of the firm, no 
longer obscured by the informality and friendliness of day-to-day collaboration. 
Explicitness may also create greater pressure to justify ambiguity-intensive skills or 
outputs and interdependency in the employment relationship may blur the balance of 
power within the firm, leaving neither party certain of their position relative to the 
other. In the absence of explicit nĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚďǇĂůůƉĂƌƚŝĞƐǁŚĞƌĞ  ‘ƐƚĂŬĞƐ ?
can be discussed until a mutually acceptable value is reached, the significance attached 
to various actions or comments relies heavily on mutual (mis)interpretation and 
(mis)recognition. However, such informal, adhocratic development does not preclude 
individuals being held accountable to the mutual (mis)recognition that surrounds such 
adaptation or adjustment. Implicit rules and understandings and unspoken 
expectations are an outcome of this intersubjectively engaged mutual adjustment 
process. 
These findings have important implications for practitioners because they emphasise 
that everyday actions can be vested with significance and form processes of ongoing 
negotiation regardless of whether they are intended as such. Negotiations around the 
ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĂƌĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌ
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power position relative to others in the organization and therefore their sense of how 
far their interests are satisfied or others ?ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞĚŝŶĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?
Potentially ĚǇƐĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů Žƌ ŵĂůĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞ  ‘ƐŚĂĚŽǁ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ĐĂŶ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ
within firms that may undermine explicit policies and practices and become especially 
problematic as firms seek to grow and to introduce greater degrees of formality. By 
viewing mutual adjustment as informed by and informing these intersubjective 
ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐƚŽĂŶƵŶƐƉŽŬĞŶ ‘ĚĞĂů ?ŵŝŐŚƚŽŶůǇůĞĂƌŶŽĨƚŚĞďĂƌŐĂŝŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝƚƐ
breach, when the aggrieved party explicitly drawƐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽǁŚĂƚŚĂĚďĞĞŶ ‘ĂŐƌĞĞĚ ? ? 
This raises questions for practitioners about how conduct in the workplace is 
interpreted by others and how these factors influence working relationships and 
practices. It means that attempts to explicitly negotiate around an aspect of the 
employment relationship need to be understood in light of any existing implicit 
agreements that may have formed over time. Failing to consider how current practices 
ŵĂǇ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ  ‘ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ƉĂƌƚǇ ƌŝƐŬƐ ƉƌŽǀŽŬŝŶŐ ŽƉĞŶ ĂŶĚ ĚŝƐruptive 
negotiation as that party seeks to explicitly assert its subjectively understood 
assessment of its bargaining power in the organization. 
There are many opportunities for future research, for example investigating how 
processes of mutual adjustment relating to specialists compare to other employees in 
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the same firms. There are interesting questions to consider regarding whether our 
findings could be extended to different types of sPSF as well as other types of SME and 
possibly larger professional organizations, together with comparative cross-cultural 
studies informed by different approaches to employee relationships. One important 
implication of our findings for researchers is the need for sensitivity to intersubjective 
forms of negotiation that may not always be recognized by research participants and 
thus may elude researchers. Explicit incidences of (in)formal negotiations should be 
understood as occurring within a context of everyday, ongoing intersubjective 
negotiation that informs mutual adjustment. We suggest that this requires a shift to 
ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ĚĞƉƚŚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇƐ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ
relative positions are structured in intersubjective mutual (mis)recognition. 
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Appendix: Table 1 
Company Sector Activities Employees Data Collection 
Interviews in 
phase one 
Contact in 
intervening period 
Interviews in phase two 
ComCo 
Communications 
firm based in 
Northern England, 
clients nationwide. 
Media / public 
relations, design 
and 
communications 
Focused initially on 
local small businesses 
and local authorities 
across UK. Latterly has 
moved into 
representing 
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐůŝĞŶƚƐ ?
UK operations 
alongside local 
authority work, less 
small firms work 
14 in both 
phases plus 
associate staff as 
required (some 
personnel 
changes) 
 
Initial meeting to agree 
access. Observations (93 
hours on-site), semi-
structured interviews, 
reading company 
documentation; informal 
discussions before / after 
normal working day 
5 
(1x owner, 3x 
account 
manager, 1x 
designer) 
Meeting with 
managing director, 
e-mail contact with 
(former) director 
9 
(managing director, 2x 
directors, 3x account 
manager, marketing 
manager, marketing 
assistant, design manager) 
SciRec 
Recruitment firm 
based in Eastern 
England, clients 
nationwide.  
Recruitment Specializing in 
recruitment of staff for 
science industry clients 
6 in both phases 
(although 
personnel had 
changed) 
Initial meeting to agree 
access. Observations 
(142 hours on-site), semi-
structured interviews, 
reading company 
documentation, company 
team meetings, after 
work social activities  
6 
(owner, 2x 
consultants, 
operations 
manager, 2x 
administrators) 
Meeting with 
owner, telephone 
contact with owner, 
e-mail contact with 
operations manager 
and other staff 
members 
6 
(owner, 3x consultants, 
recruitment manager, 
administrator) 
FinRec 
Recruitment firm 
based in Northern 
England, clients 
nationwide.  
Recruitment Specializing in 
recruitment of staff for 
financial services 
industry 
16 (phase one) 
12 (phase two) 
Initial meeting to agree 
access. Observations 
(113 hours on-site), semi-
structured interviews, 
reading company 
documentation, informal 
discussions over lunch 
times and breaks 
8 
(operations 
manager, 2x 
team leaders, 4x 
consultants, 
administration 
supervisor) 
Meeting with 
owner and 
operations 
manager, e-mail 
contact with owner 
1* 
(former team leader) 
*informal conversations 
were held with a variety of 
team members over the 
two week on-site period, 
e.g. lunch breaks and in 
the normal course of work 
Table 1 : Summary of data collection 
